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MD170–1 Alternatives

DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities.  Although there may be differences in human health
risk factors between the sites, the differences are not large enough to be a
discriminating factor in the decisionmaking process.  DOE will continue to
consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that
are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD170–2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to using MOX fuel in DOE
or commercial reactors to produce tritium for nuclear weapons. As discussed
in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the proposals to
restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as a fuel source.
In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF would not play
a role in producing tritium.  Furthermore, MOX fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors would not be used to produce tritium.

MD170–3 MOX Approach

The SPD Draft EIS used a generic reactor analysis because the specific reactors
had not yet been identified.  DOE conducted a procurement process to
acquire MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services.  As a result of this
procurement process, DOE identified the reactors proposed to irradiate MOX
fuel as part of the proposed action in this EIS.  Section 4.28 discusses the
potential environmental impacts of operating the reactors, should the decision
be made to proceed with the hybrid approach (i.e., immobilization and MOX
fuel fabrication).

MD170–4 Repositories

This SPD EIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain,
Nevada would be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and
MOX spent fuel.  As directed by the U.S. Congress, through the NWPA, as
amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently being
characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent fuel.
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DOE has prepared a separate EIS, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and
High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada
(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual
closure of a potential geologic repository.  The Final Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment,
Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (WM PEIS)
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) includes an analysis of the impacts of the
long-term storage of 21,600 canisters of vitrified HLW.  As described in
Section 2.4.2, if all surplus plutonium were immobilized, the surplus disposition
program would produce an additional 272 canisters using the ceramic process
or 395 canisters using the glass process.  For the hybrid approach, these
totals are reduced to 101 canisters (ceramic) and 145 canisters (glass),
respectively.  Accordingly, potential impacts associated with storage of these
canisters are not significant when compared with the much larger bases for
analyses noted above.

MD170–5 Human Health Risk

Both DOE and NRC evaluate radiological impacts to the population out to a
distance of 50 miles (80 kilometers) from a site.  This distance was first specified
in Paragraph D, Section II of Appendix I to 10 CFR 50.  It had been determined
that essentially all of the dose to the population would be received within
this 50-mi (80-km) radius.  Further, predictions of atmospheric dispersion
beyond this distance are not accurate because of changes in wind direction
and speed that take place over time and distance from the points of
radiological releases.

There are not expected to be any liquid radioactive discharges as a result of
normal surplus plutonium disposition activities at Hanford.  If there were,
due to the dilution capability of the Columbia River, as well as FMEF’s distance
from the Columbia River, there should be no discernible contamination of
aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting from surplus plutonium
disposition activities at Hanford, either from minute quantities of air deposition
into the Columbia River or from any potential wastewater releases.  Therefore,
it is estimated that no measurable component of the public dose would be
attributable to liquid pathways.
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MD170–6 Parallex EA

In the SPD Draft EIS, DOE retained the option to use some of the surplus
plutonium as MOX fuel in CANDU reactors, which would have only been
undertaken in the event that a multilateral agreement were negotiated among
Russia, Canada, and the United States.  Since the Draft was issued, DOE
determined that adequate reactor capacity is available in the United States to
disposition the portion of the U.S. surplus plutonium that is suitable for
MOX fuel and, therefore, while still reserving the CANDU option, DOE is no
longer actively pursuing it.  However, DOE, in cooperation with Canada and
Russia, proposes to participate in a test and demonstration program using
U.S. and Russian MOX fuel in a Canadian test reactor.  A separate
environmental review, the Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project
Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999), analyzes
the fabrication and proposed shipment of MOX fuel rods for research and
development activities involving the use of limited amounts of U.S. MOX
fuel in a Canadian test reactor.  A FONSI was signed on August 13, 1999.
Both of these documents can be viewed on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.  If a decision is made to dispose of Russian surplus
plutonium in Canadian CANDU reactors in order to augment Russian’s
disposition capability, shipments of the Russian MOX fuel would take place
directly between Russia and Canada.

MD170–7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

D&D is discussed in Section 4.31.  DOE will evaluate options for D&D or
reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of the surplus plutonium disposition
program.  At that time, DOE will perform engineering evaluations,
environmental studies, and further NEPA review to assess the consequences
of different courses of action. Because cost issues are beyond the scope of
this SPD EIS, this comment has been forwarded to the cost analysis team for
consideration.  The Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report
and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment
Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent
life-cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are available
on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading
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rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C.

MD170–8 Waste Management

The statement that waste would be disposed of in accordance with decisions
reached in the various WM PEIS RODs was included in this SPD EIS to
assure the reader that waste management activities would be handled in a
manner consistent with the larger decisions being made in the WM PEIS.
Comments on the WM PEIS are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.

MD170–9 Waste Management

Impacts to waste management from the various alternatives for surplus
plutonium disposition are described in the Waste Management sections in
Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix H.  None of the proposed alternatives
would be expected to generate wastes that exceed current site capabilities
with the exception of LLW and TRU waste at Pantex as described in the
Pantex waste management sections (e.g., see Section 4.17.2.2). Decisions on
the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses (including analyses of waste management impacts), technical and
cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input.

MD170–10 Facility Accidents

As described in Appendix K.1.3.2, the proposed facilities for surplus plutonium
disposition would be expected to meet or exceed the requirements of DOE
Order 420.1, Facility Safety (October 1995), and Natural Phenomena Hazards
Design and Evaluation Criteria for Department of Energy Facilities
(DOE-STD-1020-94, April 1994), and for new construction, NRC requirements,
as appropriate.  For example, the MOX facility would meet the
NRC requirements.

MD170–11 Infrastructure

As stated in Section 5.1, it is DOE’s policy to conduct its construction and
operation activities in an environmentally safe manner in compliance with all
applicable Federal, State, and local statutes, regulations, and standards.

OREGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
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MD170–12 Immobilization

As discussed in Section 2.4.2.2.2, DOE anticipates that the use of the HLW
vitrification plant at Hanford to fulfill plutonium disposition requirements
would likely result in minor impacts to the operations of the TWRS contractor.
Additional provisions would primarily be in the form of increased worker
shielding requirements, and any necessary changes to the planned TWRS
facility design would be made prior to construction.  Programmatically,
although several hundred additional canisters would need to be produced to
support the surplus plutonium disposition program, this would represent a
relatively small increase to the more than 10,000 canisters already anticipated
to be produced over the course of the Hanford HLW mission.  Further, no
additional vitrified HLW would be needed to accomplish immobilization
activities at Hanford.

OREGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
MARY LOU BLAZEK
PAGE 5 OF 14



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

4
5

0

MD170

OREGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
MARY LOU BLAZEK
PAGE 6 OF 14

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

MD170–13 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes
and specific processing locations would be discussed.  These plans are
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials.  The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the WM PEIS and
WIPP Disposal Phase Final Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2,
September 1997).  The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject
of detailed planning with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division.  The
dates and times that specific transportation routes would be used for special
nuclear materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments
that would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS.
Additional details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program
SST/SGT Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is
available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

MD170–14 Immobilization

Section 2.4.2.2.2 discusses the immobilization process and states that between
26 kg (58 lb) and 28 kg (61 lb) of plutonium would be present in the canisters
that would be sent to a potential geologic repository.  These estimates are
based upon each canister containing 28 individual cans of plutonium–ceramic
(with each can containing a plutonium loading of 10 percent by weight), or
20 cans of plutonium–glass (with each can containing a plutonium loading
of 8 percent by weight).  Numerous R&D studies of the immobilized plutonium
forms have been conducted by DOE and the national laboratories, in part to
ensure all environmental, health and safety requirements are met including
criticality repository performance concerns.  Several technical studies
continue.  In order to avoid the possibility of a criticality, neutron absorbers
are incorporated into the fabrication of the plutonium–ceramic or plutonium–
glass.  Evaluations of the immobilized forms under a range of potential
repository conditions, including if the material were in a degraded state and
exposed to water, have been conducted.  All have indicated that the occurrence
of a criticality would be extremely unlikely given the amounts of plutonium
relative to the amounts of neutron–absorbing materials that would be present.
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“Shutdown margin” is a term generally used in association with controlling
the reaction in a nuclear reactor and it is not applicable to the immobilization
process; as such this parameter has not been analyzed relative to the
immobilized form.

For enhanced readability of this SPD EIS, supporting documentation and
detailed analyses of the chemical, physical, and nuclear properties of the
immobilized forms were published separately.  Information on specific technical
aspects of the immobilized forms can be found in the following documents:
(1) the immobilization data reports published in conjunction with this SPD EIS;
(2) Report on Evaluation of Plutonium Waste Forms for Repository Disposal
(DI: A-00000000-01717-5705-00009, Rev. 00A, March 1996); (3) Report on
Intact and Degraded Criticality for Selected Plutonium Waste Forms in a
Geologic Repository, Volume II: Immobilized in Ceramic
(DI:BBA000000-01717-5705-00020, Rev. 01, October 1998); (4) Immobilization
Technology Down-Selection Radiation Barrier Approach (UCRL-ID-127320,
May 1997); and (5) Fissile Material Disposition Program Final
Immobilization Form Assessment and Recommendation (UCRL-ID-128705,
October 1997).  These documents are available to the public at DOE sites and
regional reading rooms; the latter two are also available on the MD Web site
at http://www.doe-md.com.

MD170–15 MOX RFP

Section 2.4.3 contains information from supporting technical reports that
show how the MOX facility would be constructed and operated at each
candidate site.  Those supporting reports, the SPD Draft EIS, and other
relevant documents were made available to the prospective bidders during
the MOX procurement process.  There was no need to duplicate all the
information in both the SPD EIS and the MOX RFP.  This EIS has been
revised to include information received and analyzed during the MOX
procurement.  Section 4.28 discusses the potential environmental impacts of
operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.

MD170–16 Alternatives

The amount of space for the immobilization facility in FMEF differs depending
on how it is configured—alone (Alternative 4A) or collocated with either the

OREGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
MARY LOU BLAZEK
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pit conversion or MOX facility (Alternative 2 or 4B, respectively).  Sections 2.6,
2.8, 2.12, and 2.15.1 were revised to discuss the revision in the size projections
for the immobilization facility; the facility is larger than as characterized in the
SPD Draft EIS, and when collocated in FMEF with either of the other two
proposed facilities, requires an additional annex.  Total space requirements
still differ somewhat due to the amount and location of space available in
FMEF and how the functions can be accommodated within the available space.

The editorial error in the conversion between square meters and square feet
was corrected.

MD170–17 MOX Approach

DOE cannot find this discrepancy in the SPD Draft EIS.  Both Section 2.17.1
and page S–19 of the Draft Summary make the same statement that about
100 kg (220 lb) of plutonium would be made into MOX fuel each year, using
a total quantity of 321 kg (708 lb) of plutonium.

MD170–18 Candidate Sites

The subject table, Selected Characteristics of the Candidate Sites for Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Facilities, contains units for the numbers presented.
As shown in the column titles, areas are in square kilometers (km2), populations
are in number of people, MEI doses are in millirems (mrem), and population
doses are in person-rem.

MD170–19 Candidate Sites

Table 3–1 addresses general regions of influence for the affected environment
and does not have footnotes.  Table 3–3, Comparison of Ambient Air
Concentrations From Hanford Sources, describes process emissions and
does not include possible existing lead contamination of soils.  The condition
of a burial ground in the 300 Area is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.  This
comment has been forwarded to the Richland Operations Office.

OREGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
MARY LOU BLAZEK
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24
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MD170–20 Facility Accidents

The analysis that postulates a partial failure of the Grand Coulee Dam also
assumes the failure of all subsequent downstream dams as a result of the
influx of water caused by the postulated Grand Coulee failure.  This bounds
the hazard from a postulated failure of the Priest Rapids Dam alone.  Details of
the analysis can be found in the documents referenced in Section 3.2.7.

MD170–21 Air Quality and Noise

Section 3.2.1.2.1 was clarified to state that both the peak and offpeak equivalent
sound levels (1 hr) from State Route 24 were 62 dBA, and both the peak and
offpeak equivalent sound levels (1 hr) from State Route 240 were 70 dBA.

MD170–22 Socioeconomics

Hanford is located in the Richland/Kennewick/Pasco, Washington economic
area, which was delineated by the DOC’s Bureau of Economic Analysis.  An
economic area is defined by one or more economic nodes (metropolitan areas
or similar areas that are centers of economic activity) and the surrounding
counties that are economically related to the nodes.  Commuting patterns
play a major factor in defining the economic areas.

MD170–23 Water Resources

The vadose zone contamination largely occurs beneath the HLW tanks in
the 200 Area.  The construction and operation of the HLW Vitrification Facility
are described in the Tank Waste Remediation System, Hanford Site, Richland,
Washington, Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0189,
August 1996).  Although the proposed immobilization approach would use
the vitrification plant in the 200 Area, it is not expected to contribute to any
vadose zone contamination.

MD170–24 Water Resources
Figure 3−8 was revised to read “West Lake.”

MD170–25 Cultural and Palentological

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding cultural resources
management.  The concerns of the Yakama Indian Nation over the effects of
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any surplus plutonium disposition activities at Hanford would be taken into
account during government-to-government consultation conducted by DOE
with the tribe in accordance with Federal laws, treaties, and agreements.
Cultural resources management activities related to the surplus plutonium
disposition program conducted at the site would be performed in accordance
with the most current Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan.  The
Yakama Indian Nation was contacted by letter in October 1998 as shown in
Appendix O.  To date, a response has not been received.

MD170–26 Cultural and Palentological

Section 4.2.11 was revised to clarify that any impacts to cultural and
paleontological resources from the continued storage mission under the No
Action Alternative would be addressed through ongoing regulatory
compliance procedures and consultations as described in the Storage and
Disposition PEIS.

MD170–27 Infrastructure

The planned completion date for the Hanford site cleanup is 2046 as described
in Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure (DOE/EM-0362, June 1998).
Therefore, maintenance of the site infrastructure would be provided to support
Hanford’s cleanup mission during this period, regardless of decisions related
to surplus plutonium disposition.  Impacts associated with providing
continued surveillance and maintenance are beyond the scope of this
SPD EIS.  Surplus plutonium disposition activities, including D&D, are
expected to be completed by 2019, which is well before the site is expected to
be cleaned up in 2046.

MD170–28 Immobilization

The use of the HLW facility for canister filling would not be expected to
seriously impact the schedule for processing Hanford tank wastes because
the canisters with surplus plutonium would feed directly into the line and
would make up a small percentage of the total number of HLW canisters that
need to be vitrified.

OREGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
MARY LOU BLAZEK
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MD170–29 Waste Management

The titles for Tables 4–46 and 4–47 already contain the name of the site for
which the impact data are presented.  Table 4–46 provides the potential waste
management impacts of construction at Pantex; Table 4–47, the corresponding
impacts at Hanford.

MD170–30 Socioeconomics

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for clarification.  The data for
Hanford and Pantex in Table 4–48 are already separated.  The “Pit Conversion”
column contains the Pantex data; the “Immobilization” and “MOX” columns,
the Hanford data.  The title of Table 4–48 indicates that the data are for pit
conversion at Pantex and immobilization and MOX at Hanford.

MD170–31 Ecological Resources

The Ecological Resources portions of Section 4.26 were revised to make the
discussions of potential noise impacts on wildlife more consistent.  The Air
Quality and Noise sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I discuss the noise impacts
for each of the candidate sites, which would bound the impacts for each of
the alternatives at each particular site.  No Federally listed threatened or
endangered species or their critical habitats would be affected because, with
the exception of SRS, none have been sighted on or near the proposed site
locations.  At SRS, the American alligator has been observed near
F-Area, but its occurrence there is seen as uncommon.  Noise impacts on
ecological resources would be of short duration and would likely be minor for
each alternative.

MD170–32 Waste Management

This SPD EIS did not assume that WIPP would open on schedule.  However,
WIPP began receiving shipments of TRU waste for permanent disposal on
March 26, 1999.  As described in Appendix F.8.1, and the Waste Management
sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I, it is conservatively assumed that TRU
waste would be stored at the candidate sites until 2016 at which time it would
be shipped to WIPP in accordance with DOE’s plans.
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MD170–33 Facility Accidents

Synergistic effects become significant when accidents at multiple facilities
can affect the same receptor (person or location).  For the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities, synergistic effects were taken into account
for seismic events (i.e., design basis or beyond-design-basis earthquakes).
The synergy here is due to the common cause initiator (i.e., seismic ground
motion).  This is accounted for by summing population doses and LCFs for
these scenarios for facilities located at the same site.  This analysis is presented
in the Facility Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I.  Doses for the
MEI were not summed because an individual would only receive a summed
dose if he or she were located along the line connecting the release points
from two facilities and if the wind were blowing along the same line at the time
of the accident.  A brief discussion of synergistic effects was added to
Appendix K.1.3.2.

MD170–34 Cumulative Impacts

Section 4.32 was revised to include additional and updated reasonably
foreseeable actions at each of the candidate sites, including Hanford.  The
Groundwater/Vadose Zone/Columbia River integration project is not expected
to impact the cumulative impacts studied in this SPD EIS.

MD170–35 Human Health Risk

The calculations were performed to assess the doses from operating the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  The presence on the ground
of previously deposited radionuclides does not affect the doses specifically
associated with operating these facilities.  Doses from existing ground
contamination are included in the current Hanford site doses reported in
Section 3.2.4.  The total doses from existing contamination and from operating
the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities are reflected in the
cumulative doses given in Section 4.32.  There would be no releases of
radioactivity during the construction of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities, and therefore no associated radiological impacts (e.g., see
Section 4.3.1.4).

OREGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
MARY LOU BLAZEK
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MD170–36 Facility Accidents

DOE appreciates the feedback on the SPD Draft EIS.  Table K–1 was revised
to include units for the values.

MD170–37 Facility Accidents

The Native American subsistence scenario represented exposures to a Native
American who engaged in both traditional lifestyle activities (e.g., hunting,
fishing, and using a sweat lodge) and contemporary lifestyle activities
(e.g., irrigated farming).  Exposure pathways included those defined for the
residential farmer scenario plus additional pathways unique to the Native
American subsistence lifestyle (such as sweat lodge use).  The exposures
were assumed to be continuous for 365 days per year over a 70-year lifetime.
The scenario used native food ingestion rates.  This scenario was developed
for the Tank Waste Remediation System Final Environmental Impact
Statement (DOE/EIS-0189, August 1996). It was found that by incorporating
subsistence lifestyle activities and native food ingestion rates, this scenario
resulted in exposures that would be approximately 5 times higher than the
exposures for the residential farmer scenario.  It must be realized, however,
that this scenario was developed within the context of post-remediation risk
(the risk resulting from residual contamination remaining on the site after
remediation is completed) as opposed to the risk from accidents.  The analysis
of accidents in the above-referenced EIS was performed in a similar manner to
that of this SPD EIS, restricting the dose pathway to inhalation and setting
(dry) deposition velocities to zero.  Also, the Tank Waste Remediation System
Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0189, August 1996)  was concerned with the radioactive
contaminants in the waste tanks at Hanford, which contain primarily fission
products.  Many of these fission products are far more mobile through soil
and water pathways than plutonium, the primary radiological hazard in this
SPD EIS.  Consequently, the current facility accident methodology is
considered to be adequate in light of the Native American subsistence scenario
and consistent with the assessment of consequences in the Tank Waste
Remediation System Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0189, August 1996).

OREGON OFFICE OF ENERGY
MARY LOU BLAZEK
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39

41

40

MD170–38 Facility Accidents

Appendix K.1.4.2 does not address the criticality source term, so it is assumed
that the commentor is referring to Appendix K.1.5.1, where it is stated that the
source term for the analyzed criticality is based on a fission yield from
1.0×1019 fissions in an oxide powder.  This value is conservative compared
with the guidance in Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities (DOE-HDBK-3010-94,
October 1994), which specifies a reference yield level of 1.0×1018 fissions for
fully moderated and reflected solids, and 1.0×1017 for dry powder and metal
(Sections 6.3.2 and 6.3.3, respectively).

MD170–39 Facility Accidents

Appendix K.1.5.1 was revised to delete the out-of-date ground acceleration
data referred to by the commentor.

MD170–40 Facility Accidents

The proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be designed to
Category 1 seismic criteria, meaning that a building collapse would be
extremely unlikely.  The assumption of vault survivability of the
beyond-design-basis earthquake is based on the fact that the vaults would
be designed with significantly more robustness than the balance of the
proposed facilities.  These requirements for the additional robustness derive
from a desire for increased protection of the vault contents against physical
catastrophes such as aircraft crash and against the threat of nuclear
proliferation.  Design features to address these concerns would increase
vault survivability of a beyond-design-basis earthquake.  Specifically, the
vault would be expected to survive seismic events of sufficient magnitude to
collapse the processing areas of the proposed facilities.  The assumptions
incorporated into this SPD EIS analyses are considered to be appropriate for
assessment of environmental impacts and comparison of
alternatives considered.

MD170–41 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE appreciates the feedback on the SPD Draft EIS.  The errors
were corrected.
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ORD03–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

ORD03–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about potential contamination
of the Columbia River.  DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain
focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of
cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying preferred
sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.  However, no decision has
been made, and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium
disposition or other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

ORD03–3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the use of FMEF at
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition activities.

ORD03–4 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the immobilization approach.
Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
either approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best
opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar
options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends
the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce
stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that
would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.
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ORD16–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  DOE
believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.  The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased.  If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.  The commercial
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.  To this end, surplus plutonium would be subject to
stringent control, and the MOX facility would be built and operated subject
to the following strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure
DOE site, it would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be
limited exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX
facility would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.  For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize
only the participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus
plutonium, and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with
no reprocessing.
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1

MD247–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition, and in particular siting the MOX facility at
Hanford.  DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its
current high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford
was taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus
plutonium disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and
DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or
other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner.  Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in
domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this.  To this
end, surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX
facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.  For reactor
irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating reactors
to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation would
be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.  After irradiation, the MOX
fuel would be removed from the reactor and managed with the rest of the
spent fuel from the reactor, eventually being disposed of at a potential geologic
repository built in accordance with the NWPA.
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MD236–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the use of MOX fuel in
domestic, commercial reactors.  The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in
commercial reactors have been accomplished in Western Europe, and
electricity was generated from MOX fuel on a demonstration basis in the
United States in the early 1970s.  Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.  The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excess
plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium,
a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.  For
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation
would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

Potential waste management impacts of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition program are analyzed in this SPD EIS for each candidate site, and
a detailed analysis is provided in Appendix H.  As described in Sections 2.18.3
and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be produced by using MOX fuel
instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial reactors.  Spent fuel management
at the proposed reactor sites is not expected to expected to change
dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU
assemblies.  Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very small fraction
of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository.
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Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, and public input.

MD236–2 MOX Approach

Only a partial, not full, MOX fuel core would be used in the selected reactors,
which would require only slight modifications to reactor operations.  Core
load and safety analyses would be performed, and an NRC license amendment
approved, prior to MOX fuel being introduced into any reactor.  Operations
and maintenance procedures would be revised as necessary to accommodate
the use of MOX fuel. Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific
analyses and discuss the potential impacts of using a partial MOX core
during routine operations and reactor accidents.

Disposition of surplus plutonium will cost money, regardless of the method
used.  The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU
fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased.  If the effective value of
the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then the
contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government by
DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.

MD236–3 Parallex EA

In the SPD Draft EIS, DOE retained the option to use some of the surplus
plutonium as MOX fuel in CANDU reactors, which would have only been
undertaken in the event that a multilateral agreement were negotiated among
Russia, Canada, and the United States.  Since the Draft was issued, DOE
determined that adequate reactor capacity is available in the United States to
disposition the portion of the U.S. surplus plutonium that is suitable for
MOX fuel and, therefore, while still reserving the CANDU option, DOE is no
longer actively pursuing it. However, DOE, in cooperation with Canada and
Russia, proposes to participate in a test and demonstration program using
U.S. and Russian MOX fuel in a Canadian test reactor.  A separate
environmental review, the Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project
Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999), analyzes
the fabrication and proposed shipment of MOX fuel rods for research and

PUBLIC  SAFETY  RESOURCES AGENCY
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development activities involving the use of limited amounts of U.S. MOX
fuel in a Canadian test reactor.  A FONSI was signed on August 13, 1999.
Both of these documents can be viewed on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.  If a decision is made to dispose of Russian surplus
plutonium in Canadian CANDU reactors in order to augment Russian’s
disposition capability, shipments of the Russian MOX fuel would take place
directly between Russia and Canada.  Activities in Canada would be
conducted in accordance with applicable Canadian laws and regulations and
would be regulated by the appropriate government authorities.

MD236–4 Nonproliferation

DOE believes the MOX approach to surplus plutonium disposition would
help implement rather than change the commitments between Russia and the
United States.  In late July 1998, Vice President Gore and Russian Prime
Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provide the scientific
and technical basis for decisions concerning how surplus plutonium will be
managed.  This agreement enables the two countries to explore mutually
acceptable strategies for safeguarding and dispositioning surplus plutonium.
During the first week of September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held
a Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles with the intention of
removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each
country’s stockpile.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD236−1.

MD236–5 Parallex EA

DOE is no longer actively pursuing the CANDU option as discussed in
response MD236–3.
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MD236–6 Parallex EA
This comment is addressed in responses MD236−3 and MD236−5.
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MD236–7 Parallex EA
Spent fuel generated by the Parallex Project would be managed in Canada by
the Canadian spent fuel program.  The remainder of this comment is addressed
in response MD236−3.

MD236–8 MOX RFP

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the procurement process.
It is common business practice for potential bidders to pursue expressions of
interest among qualified potential teaming partners, and as part of that process,
determine which are in fact qualified to bid on the scope of work before
settling on a team.  It is not unusual, especially in large procurements, for
teams to undergo several iterations before they are finalized.  DOE will not
speculate as to the intentions of any members of any responding teams, or
others that may have decided in the end not to respond to the RFP.  However,
DOE agrees that a contract should only be awarded to a team meeting
substantially all the requirements of the solicitation.  DOE awarded the contract
for the MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services to a consortium that met
all required elements.
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MD236–9 MOX Approach

Plutonium is regarded by most countries except the United States as a valuable
resource.  U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited
the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from
spent nuclear fuel.  Irrespective of this, the United States will maintain its
existing commitments regarding the use of plutonium in civilian nuclear
programs in Western Europe and Japan.  Russia may choose to reprocess its
spent fuel and reuse the plutonium.  It will be the responsibility of IAEA to
monitor this activity and ensure that the material remains committed to
civilian use.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in responses MD236−1

and MD236−3.
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MD291–1 DOE Policy

DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD291–2 Nonproliferation

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel.  The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel).  The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons.  Consistent with the
U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

MD291–3 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either
approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
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surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors.  The remaining 17 t (19 tons) of
surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for fabrication into MOX
fuel because of the complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved in
purifying those plutonium materials.  Therefore, fabricating all 50 t (55 tons)
of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable alternative and is not
analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the surplus plutonium is analyzed.
Given the variability in purity of the surplus plutonium to be dispositioned,
some of the plutonium currently considered for MOX fuel fabrication may
also need to be immobilized.  The incremental impacts that would be associated
with a small shift in materials throughput are discussed in Section 4.30.

MD291–4 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes
and specific processing locations would be discussed.  These plans are
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials.  The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997).  The transportation
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE’s
Transportation Safeguards Division.  The dates and times that specific
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classified
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by
location, has been included in this SPD EIS.  Additional details are provided
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation
Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web
site at http://www.doe-md.com.

REIF, DAVID
PAGE 2 OF 4
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MD291–5 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.  The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased.  If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.  The commercial
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

MD291–6 DOE Policy

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as
a fuel source.  In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF
would not play a role in producing tritium.

REIF, DAVID
PAGE 3 OF 4
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MD291–7 Cost

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding funding
responsibility for weapons-grade plutonium disposition and cleanup, and
opposition to the MOX approach.  Funding for the U.S. surplus plutonium
disposition program is allocated annually by Congress, which is committed
to the goals and objectives of the program.  However, funding policies are
beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner.  To accomplish this goal, DOE has identified as its preferred alternative
the hybrid approach.  Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication
provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.  The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excess
plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

4
8

4

ORD11

SCOTT, COURTNEY
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

ORD11–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition.  The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition
program is to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide
by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in the United States in an
environmentally safe and timely manner.  Converting the surplus plutonium
into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial reactors is an effective
way to accomplish this.  To this end, surplus plutonium would be subject to
stringent control, and the MOX facility would be built and operated subject
to the following strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure
DOE site, it would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be
limited exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX
facility would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.  For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize
only the participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus
plutonium, and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with
no reprocessing.

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either
approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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PD038

My name is Nick Spurgeon and I  live in Portland, Oregon,
and I’m leaving a comment about the Hanford nuclear plant
and the proposed plans to use the plutonium from warheads
for nuclear energy.  I think that’s insanity.  I think the
Department of Energy should put its energy into exploring
alternative energy sources like solar.  Stop spending our
money on poison that’s going to kill us.  I’m really sick of it
and I’m really disgusted with it.   Thank you.

SPURGEON, NICK
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

PD038–1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach and
support of alternative energy sources.  Use of MOX fuel in domestic,
commercial reactors is not proposed in order to subsidize the commercial
nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this proposed action is to
safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel
Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by
DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and
unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of
plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.
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FD203–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach
by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.  Consistent
with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX
facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

FD203–2 MOX Approach

The DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to nuclear power.  The
goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat of
nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus
plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely manner.
Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic,
commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this.  The objective of
reactor irradiation is plutonium disposition, not power generation.  Section 4.28
was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of operating
Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.

FD203–3 DOE Policy

The purpose of the MOX approach is to convert surplus plutonium to a form
that meets the Spent Fuel Standard, thereby providing evidence of irreversible
disarmament and setting a model for proliferation resistance.  The Spent Fuel
Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus
weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons
use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent
nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.
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MD298–1 DOE Policy

DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD298–2 Nonproliferation

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel.  The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel).  The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons.  Consistent with the
U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

MD298–3 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.  The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
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displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased.  If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.  The commercial
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

MD298–4 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either
approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors.  The remaining 17 t (19 tons) of
the surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for fabrication into
MOX fuel because of the complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved
in purifying those plutonium materials.  Therefore, fabricating all 50 t (55 tons)
of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable alternative and is not
analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the surplus plutonium is analyzed.
Given the variability in purity of the surplus plutonium to be dispositioned,
some of the plutonium currently considered for MOX fuel fabrication may
also need to be immobilized.  The incremental impacts that would be associated
with a small shift in materials throughput are discussed in Section 4.30.

MD298–5 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes

TRACY, NANCY LOU
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and specific processing locations would be discussed.  These plans are
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials.  The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997).  The transportation
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE’s
Transportation Safeguards Division.  The dates and times that specific
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classified
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by
location, has been included in this SPD EIS.  Additional details are provided
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation
Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web
site at http://www.doe-md.com.

MD298–6 DOE Policy

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as
a fuel source.  In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF
would not play a role in producing tritium.

TRACY, NANCY LOU
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MD298–7 DOE Policy

As described in Section 4.26.1.2, surface water would not be used in the
construction and operation of proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities at Hanford.  In addition, there would be no discharges of contaminated
wastewater to the Columbia River.  Therefore, no impacts on the Columbia
River would be expected.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD298–1.
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WARD, LEE ANN
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1

Hi.  My name is Lee Ann Ward and I live in Portland, Oregon, down
river from Hanford and I strongly object to the Department of
Energy trying to produce fuel or anything else at Hanford and
would like to see it cleaned up and nothing more done there.  It’s
destroyed our river and the environment around here and I am very,
very much opposed to any further use of Hanford for any
production of fuel.  Please, just clean up the mess that is there and
leave it alone.  Thank you.

PD037–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford.  DOE believes that
Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup
mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration
in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to consider
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that are
compatible with the Hanford mission.
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WARD, RAYNER
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

MD164–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach
by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

The surplus plutonium disposition program is limited exclusively to
U.S. surplus plutonium and not to foreign plutonium.  Transportation impacts
of the MOX approach are summarized in Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix L.
As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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WARNER, MONA
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

Yes, hello my name is Mona Warner.  I’m calling from Oregon
and I would like to express my opposition to the MOX plan
to use fuel for making energy.  I really feel very strongly that
this is a bad idea.  It’s a lot, it will cost a lot more, the
disposition is close, it’s a lot slower and it possesses a much
greater possibility of proliferation of nuclear power and I
really would like to encourage anyone who is in any position
to stop the idea of the generation of this fuel.  And I think
we should have it in storage and put it away until we can
figure it out, figure out what to do with it safely and so that
it is not helping proliferate nuclear, what could be eventually
nuclear war, who knows.  But I would like and, and I would
like to express that feeling.  Thank you very much.  Good-
bye.

PD048–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  The
use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
produce energy.  Rather, the purpose of this proposed action is to safely and
securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.
The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to
make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive
for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that
exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.

The MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.  For
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation
would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.  By working in parallel
with Russia to reduce stockpiles of excess plutonium, the United States can
reduce the chance that weapons-usable nuclear material could fall into the
hands of terrorists or rogue states and help ensure that nuclear arms reductions
will never be reversed.  Converting the surplus plutonium to more
proliferation-resistant forms allows a lesser, albeit still high degree of custodial
care than maintaining facilities for the material in its current form.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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MD160–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has and will continue to work toward the goal of presenting technical
information, in writing or verbally, in readily understandable language and
avoid the use of jargon (technical slang).  Specifically, the aim is to provide
information at a high school comprehension level.  Because the disposition
of surplus plutonium is a technically complex program, DOE must use some
scientific and technical terms in order to accurately describe how DOE proposes
to dispose of surplus plutonium, and the environmental effects of taking
those actions.

MD160–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

For all public hearings, DOE placed ads in large-circulation newspapers in
the hearing areas and provided public service announcements for area
commercial and public radio stations.  Notification was also provided by
means of mailing lists, Web site announcements, and bulletin boards at each
DOE site.  Individual notices were also mailed to over 5,000 members of the
public who had expressed an interest in the program.

MD160–3 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach and
transportation of MOX fuel.  Surplus plutonium would be shipped from
Russia to the United States as a result of the alternatives being evaluated in
this SPD EIS.  Transportation would be required for both the immobilization
and MOX approaches to surplus plutonium disposition.  Transportation of
special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/
SGT system.  Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material.  The transportation requirements for
the surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS.
As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.

DOE is committed to waste minimization and pollution prevention and is
doing everything in its power to limit the amount of waste that would be
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generated during this process.  As described in Section 2.18.3, the potential
impacts of waste generation and emissions due to the MOX approach are
expected to be minor.

MD160–4 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s preference for immobilization in glass
at the site where it is currently located.  This EIS evaluates the environmental
impacts of immobilization in ceramic and glass at Hanford and SRS.  The
option of immobilization was considered in the Storage and Disposition
PEIS, but only Hanford and SRS were chosen in the ROD because these
sites have, or are scheduled to have, the infrastructure to provide the needed
HLW or cesium radiation barrier to make the immobilized plutonium meet the
Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and
modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as
inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing
quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.

MD160–5 Alternatives

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 authorizes DOE to establish standards to
protect health or minimize dangers to life.  Radiation protection standards are
based on controlling radioactive releases to ALARA levels in recognition of
the potential risk of radiation exposure.  The extremely small cancer risks
presented in this SPD EIS are a direct result of the small quantities of material
(e.g., plutonium) expected to be released from the proposed facilities.
Calculation of these cancer risks is based on methodologies presented in
Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of Ionizing Radiation,
BEIR V (1990).
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ORD08–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.
Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the
United States important insurance against potential disadvantages of
implementing either approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides
the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement
similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it
sends the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to
reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner
that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.

Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition.  Transportation of special
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT
system.  Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material.  The transportation requirements for
the surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS
in Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix L.

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.  The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased.  If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.

Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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WOOD, JANE
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MD005–1 Purpose and Need

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new missions at Hanford.
DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.
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Dear Email submission.  Sept. 15  11:30 pm PDT.  I was in
attendance at the Portland, Oregon, public meeting on the
SPD EIS, although I did not speak at that meeting.  I ask that
the following be considered as my comment on the subject.

I am opposed to a policy of Mixed Oxide Fuels processing,
this is an expensive non-solution to the problem of nuclear
waste.  MOX is perpetrated primarily by those who will
profit economically from it.

In the long run, it will be far more more expensive in dollars
and ultimate human misery than declaring Plutonium a waste
and diligently setting the good example of entombing it with
reliable oversight.  It is now well known that MOX programs
will result in a large net increase in nuclear waste, and will
encourage similar practices worldwide by people even less
well prepared than ourselves to attempt such folly.

Also I do not want to allow anything but active waste clean-
up to occur at the  Hanford, Washington site.  Hanford,
though over 120 miles distant from the 3 million people in
the Portland metro area, will be a real threat to long term
livability in our beloved region unless a competent clean up
program is conceived, adhered to, and fully carried out.  (As
someone who has observed and followed events at Hanford
for over fifteen years, I say “Yes, the pro-nuclear zealots
have backed off a bit, but they still desire to make their
fortunes in the same misguided way; by devising ever more
elaborate and unworkable schemes to make use of an
inherently dirty and dangerous power source that is even
now only barely understood because it’s real damage is

YAZZOLINO , BRAD
PAGE 1 OF 2
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WD022

WD022–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  DOE
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach
by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate report, Cost Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the cost and schedule estimates
for each alternative, was made available around the same time as the
SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs
and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors.  Spent fuel at the proposed reactor sites is not expected to change
dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU
assemblies.  Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very small fraction
of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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done over TIME, something that humans cannot buy, make,
or ultimately control.”

Please have the foresight to realize, the solution to high level
waste is clean-up, vitrification, or some other carefully
controlled entombment, and the active persuasion of other
countries to do the same.

Thank you.
Brad Yazzolino
Portland, Oregon

WD022

YAZZOLINO , BRAD
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WD022–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford.  DOE believes that
Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup
mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration
in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to consider
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that are
compatible with the Hanford mission.




